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In nn

An ad hoc coalit:ion of natural qas distribution utilities

(-Gas utilities") subait their co...nts in opposition to the so

called "compromise proposal" filed June 23, 1994, in this

proceeding by four wideband location and monitoring service ("LMS")

proponents. As the Gas utilities show herein, the proposal is

neither new, nor is ita compromise. Rather, it appears to be

..rely a repackaginq of Airtouch Teletrac's Reply Comments. The

technical presentation submitted to support the proposal is both

undocumented and flawed. Moreover, the submission wholly fails to

address the legitiaate concerns previously voiced by the Gas

utilities and other Part 15 users in this proceeding that Part 15

devices, including the Automatic Meter Reading devices used by the

Gas utilities, will be forced out of the 902-928 MHz band by the

proposed hiqh powered LMS systems. Inasmuch as the interference

concerns of the Part 15 users is not addressed adequately by the

LMS proponents' sUbaission, the Gas utilities urqe the Commission

to order the LMS proponents and the Part 15 community to engage in

testing under the ca.aission's auspices to determine the actual

likelihood of interference :t2 and .!l:.sm Part 15 and LMS equipment so

that either an actual compromise Dlay be negotiated, or the

C~is8ionwill be in the position to decide this proceedinq on the

basis of hard data rather than lobbying pitches.
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An ad hoc coalition of natural gas distribution utilities

("Gas utilities") by counsel, submit their co_ents on the so

called "compromise proposal" filed June 23, 1994, by four wideband

location and monitorinq service ("LMS") proponents. .iH Letter to

Ralph Haller (June 23,1994). As the Gas utilities show below, the

proposal is neither new, nor is it a compromise. Rather it is an

undocumented and flawed analysis which wholly fails to address the

l89itill.te concerns previously voiced by the Gas utilities and

other Part 15 users in this proceeding. The Commission should not

be misled by this latest pUblic relations ploy. Rather, the

ca.aission should order the 1MB proponents and the Part 15

ca.aunity to engage in testing under the Commission's auspices to

determine the actual likelihood of interference t2 and tx2m Part 15

ancl 1MB equipment so that either an actual compromise may be

negotiated, or the ca.aission will have sufficient information to

render a decision ba.ed on hard data rather than lobbying pitches.

I. IDtroduQtioD.

1. On June 23, 1994, four LMB proponents submitted a

document called "LMB Consensus position on Part 15 Interference."
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C"OOnaensus paper"),v in which they purport to offer a ca.proaise

to alleviate Part 15 users' concerns regarding the potential of

Part 15 users to interfere with wid.band LMS syste•• in the 902-928

JIIIz band. The suppoaed comproaise is that the LNS licensees would

accept as non-interfering, signal. of le.s than -101 dBm in the

case of near-continuous Part 15 .missions, and -91 dBm in the case

of _issions of l.ss than one .econd in any 10 s.cond interval from

any Part 15 device. at With respect to emis.ions exceeding the

specified levels, the LNS proponents would agr.e to a co.-i.sion

i~.ed obligation on themselves and Part 15 users to negotiate in

good faith to eli.inate harmful interference caused by Part 15

equipment to LNS service providers. If negotiations are

unsuccessful, the LNS proponents suggest the parties may either

.utually agree to subait the matter to binding arbitration or one

or the other may submit the matter to the FCC tor resolution.~

v The Con_naus paper does not bear any inforJlation concerning
the identity of its authors, other than identification of the
IllS proponents t.heaaelves. Various fact.ual and technical
as.ertions are advanced in that docuaent with no source
identified. Twent.y pages of graphs, labeled "Interference
Measureaent at LNS Receive sites" are included with the
Consensus Paper.

The Gas utilities have previously explained, that the Itron
Auto..tic Meter Reading ("AJIR") system they e.-ploy emits a
brief pulse after being interrogated by a collection system.
Thus, as to those units, the -91 dBm signal level would apply.

~ It is suggested that the FCC's alternative dispute resolution
procedure could be _ployed. That procedure, of course,
requires the concurrence of both parties to a dispute. ~
Alternatiye DiAlYte Besolution, 69 Red. Reg. 2d (P&F) 1215
(1991), clarified, 70 Rad. Reg. 2d (P&F) 1419 (1991).
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2. The Conaenau. Paper purport. to .how th.t actual ca.e. of

int.rference from Part 15 device. to LNS systems has been

negligible, that no Part 15 us.rs have been required to date to

c•••• operation, and that the LNS lic.nse.s have been reasonable in

s.eking to accommodate Part 15 users found to be interfering with

their systems. Attached to the Consensus Paper is an additional

docuaent, entitled "Further Analysis of Interference of Part 15

Davic.s and LNS Wid.band system.: Probability of Interference,"

authored by G.K. Smith ("S1Ilith Paper"). That document suggests

that Part 15 devic.s generally would suffer interference between

th....lves before they could create a reasonable likelihood of

int.rference with wid.band LNS systems. if Smith Paper at 18-23.

The report is silent as to the likely interference which may be

caus.d to Part 15 d.vic.s by LNS systems themselves.

II. Ihis lat.st _i',-,a4 LIS filia9 coatiin. nothing nay.

3. The latest ex parte submission by the wideband LNS

proponents contains nothing new of substance. In its March 29,

1994 Reply Co_ents in this proceeding, Pactel (now Airtouch)

Teletrac, made the same argument, downplaying the likelihood of

interference to its system from Part 15 devices, Which it supported

Th. Smith Paper, at 23, stat.s that at l.ast 79 AMR devices
could exist per square aile without causing interference
between each other. That .tat...nt ignore. that AMR devices
are encoded to be awakened by a collector/receiver, and
trans.it only upon specific interroqation. Accordingly, many
more AD devic.s per square mile than the Smith Paper
indicates may co-.xist with each other. otherwise, it would
not have been po.sible to install AD d.vice in large,
mUltistory apartment buildings, as many Gas utilities have
done.
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witb the salle inadequat.ely docu..nted factual a••ertions. V Havinq

failed to alleviate this legitimate concern in its reply comaent.s,

Airtouch has now repackaged those comments and convinced the other

wideband LNS proponents to join its argument, apparently in the

belief that if it continues to repeat the same unsupported argument

enough times and in enough ways, eventually it will be accepted

without regard to it.. validity.

III. Oe LIS provo_'.1 "qoapuai••- RroJIO.al i. u1; a ooaprMi•••

4. A compromise requires a party to make a concession so

that the opposing party may also make a concession to come to -- or

at least come closer to -- an agreement. The LNS proponents' so-

called compromise is not a compromise in any sense of the word.

The LNS proponents have not made any concession. What they have

done is articulate two co-channel interference thresholds for their

systems. They indicate that their systems will not suffer

destructive interference from a continuous co-channel signal of

-101 dBm, or an intermittent signal of -91 dBm. And from that they

-.gnanimously offer to accept co-channel signal levels below these

interference thresholds. That is simply no conc.ssion. The LNS

proponents would have no right under any circumstances, to complain

of signal levels which do not interfere under any circumstances,

with their systems.~

V sa. Teletrac Reply Co...nts at 5-7 (March 29, 1994).

~ The -101 and -91 d8. thresholds sug•••ted by the LMS
proponents are significantly BOre re.trictive than Pinpoint
Communications, one of their numbers, has previously
suggested. In its March 29, 1994 Reply Comments at 33,

(continued ••. )
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proponents are attellptinq the need. ot the Part 15 co_unity. They

are not.

n. D. LII ,..i ••iM i, t8CJJUliMlly fla.".

7. Even if the LMS proponents' "coaproaise" proposal

actually proposed a coaproDlise, the Gas utilities would be hesitant

to suqqest the Ca.ai.sion embrace it becau.e the technical

docuaentation submitted with the filinq suffers from serious flaws

renderinq its conclu.ions suspect.

8. Attached herewith as Exhibit I is the Affidavit of Thomas

G. Adcock, P.E., Director of Enqineerinq of the Law Firm of Lukas,

McGowan, Nace & Gutierrez, Chartered. Mr. Adcock's affidavit .hows

that he has many years of experience designing, constructing,

evaluatinq and operatinq wireless communications services.~ In

his affidavit, Mr. Adcock presents a detailed technical analysis of

~ Indeed, aaonq other acca.pli.baent., be bas personally
.upervi.ed the desiqn and construction of more than 80
cellUlar .y.t.... He hal .are than 37 year. experience in
.abile co..mications, includinq po.ition. with tbe u.s.
Depart..nt of Defense and NATO. He has lectured extensively
on wirele•• ee.aunications technoloqies, submitted expert
testimony to this aqency and offered expert testimony in
various jUdicial proceedinqs. ~ Exhibit I at 1.
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5. Likewi.e, the LMS proposal that Part 15 and LMS parties

fteCJotiate in the event of an interference coaplaint is not a

conce••ion. The ca.aission expects partie. to cooperate in

resolving interference complaints. It is no conces.ion for a party

to agree to do that which the Commi.sion already expects of it.

siailarly, it is no concession for the LMS proponents to suggest

that in the event of an interference complaint, the parties could

autually agree to seek binding arbitration. Nothing would prevent

the LMS providers froa declining to agree to arbitration once they

no longer had any pUblic relations need to convince the co..ission

they will treat Part 15 users fairly. A true concession would be

to accept a condition on any permanent license to enter into

binding arbitration with respect to an interference complaint

.hould a Part 15 user so request.

6. Lastly, the suqgestion that parties could submit the

aatter to the co.-ission for determination -- possibly under the

alternative dispute re.olution ("ADR") procedure -- suffers the

.... infirmity. It i. no conce.sion. After all, in the event of

a disagree.ent concerning whether interference exists, the

~( ••• continued)
Pinpoint .uggested that .i9nal levels of -90 dBm shOUld be
tolerated indefinitely, that signal levels of -70 dBm need not
be tolerated, and that .ignal levels between -70 dB. and -90
dBJIl would be tolerated on the basis of the percent of time
such signals were tran••itted within a 10 .econd interval.
Thus, far fro. a cOllpromi.e toward the needs of Part 15 u.ers,
the LMS proponents have here urged an interference thre.hold
~ restrictive than one of their number previou.ly
.uggested.
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e-i••ion is by l.w the daci.ion-aaker.1/ In sua, the LNS

proponents' so-called compromise is not a co~ro.ise at all; the

LMS proponents are not conceding anything.~ Rather, it is ..rely

a public relations ruse designed to make it appear that the LNS

11 Si9nificantly, t:Ile LMS proponents s\lCJCJ.st no standard for
re.olvinfJ in.tance. of alleged interference. Presuaably, if
brou9ht to the POe, tho.e i ••ua. would be re.olved by field
..asure..nts of the alleged interferinfJ device to deteraine
whether it cOllPlies with the applicable provisions of Part 15,
and whether it radiates a si9nal which exceeds the LNS
proponents' interference tbresbold protection of -91 or -101
dBm. If it does, the LNS proponents' position predictably
would be that the Part 15 device .ust c.... operation. It is
not appropriate that this procedure differs from what the
Coamission would do abs.nt this "co.promise."

In addition, a. with the sU9gestion that the partie. could
..ploy arbitration procedures, the alternative dispute
re.olution procedure the LNS proponents 8u9gest, requires the
consent of both parties to the dispute. 1M Note 3, sypra.
The Gas utiliti.s do not understand the LNS proponents to
offer to con.ent in advance to ADR procedures as a condition
of licensing -- which again would be a real concession, rather
than a lobbying ploy.

Even if the wid.band LNS proponents had tendered real
concessions r ...rding arbitration and ADR, the Gas utilities
would question the utility of those conce.sions to most Part
15 users. Given the relatively low cost of individually owned
Part 15 device., few persons would be willing to spend the
suas required to participate in either an arbitration
proceeding, or in an FCC ADR proceeding. This would be
especially true to users of consuaer clevices which .ight
receive an allegation from a wid.band LMS proponent that their
Part 15 devic.s are causing interference.

Moreover, the Ga. utilities whether this Commission really
desires a flood of additional disputes brought to its door as
a result of this proceeding. It simply is poor use of scarce
FCC resource. to resolve a multitude of interference
co.plaints. The Commission'S goal in the adoption of final
rules in this proceeding should be to minimize the likelihood
of interference arising in the future, not merely push the
issue off on ADR or compliance personnel.
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the ao-called co~roai.. proposal and attached Consensus Paper. W

That analysis indicates that:

-- The entire submission focuses solely on the assumed

concerns of Part 15 users that their Part 15 devices would

interfere with wid.band LNS systems. It does not in any way

address the concerna of Part 15 device users with respect to

interference by the relatively high powered, wid.band LNS systems

to operations of Part 15 devices. W

-- Proper evaluation of the Consensus Paper is rendered

difficult because of a lack of any technical compilation and

analysis of the data presented. standards of -101 dBm and -91 dBm

that would represent interference from Part 15 user are proposed as

minimum signal levels at LNB receiver sites. The -91 dBm level

would apply only to Part 15 devices that transmit less than 10

percent of the tiae. Minus 101 dBm and -91 dBm represent

relatively high signal levelsi however, a collection of graphs of

Also attached herewith a. Exhibit II is the Affidavit of Dr.
Solyman Ashrafi, Director of "'rging Technologies of the Law
Fira of Lukas, JIoGoWan, Nace , Gutierrez, Chartered. In his
affidavit, Dr. Aahrafi daaonstrate. the existence of various
aethodological deficiencies in the Smith Paper, appended to
the so-called ca.promise proposal. Specifically, that
document suffers from the use of equations which are not
properly justified (..., ~, EXhibit II at 2-3 , 4), and
assumptions which appear inappropriate c._., JLJl.&., Exhibit II
at 4). Accordingly, the Saith Paper provides inadequate
documentation for the assertions and conclusions suggested by
the LNB proponents.

III This matter is discu••ed in more detail in Section V, below.
Suffice it to _y now that as Mr. Adcock suggests, the
siaultaneous operation of both high powered and low powered
devices in the sa.. band is a technically flawed concept. The
high powered syste.s should be assigned spectrum separate from
that used by the low powered devices. ~ Exhibit I at 2-3.
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receive signal level saaples of interference at LMS sites are

included in the Con_nsus Paper. W These exaaples include several

instances of interfering signals above the -101 dBm and -91 dBm

levels, apparently contradicting the stataaents contained in the

subaission of only a tew instances ot interterence to LMS systems

experienced to date. In tact, there appears to be at least ten

instances of intertering signals above -101 dBa contained in the

graphs. au Exhibit I at 3.

The Cons.nsus Paper subaitted by the LNS proponents

sutfers from key oaissions of critical factors and contains flawed

technical arguments, analysis and conclusions. The conclusions of

the report are not supported by data and analysis but instead

solely by selected and limited presentation of anecdotal

intoraation. The basis of assumptions or data taken as fact is not

clearly stated nor susceptible to independent verification. W To

understand the data depicted in the 20 figures of the Consensus

Paper one would need aore information concerning these specific LNS

systems and sites, ~, the nature of the interfering signals,

whether simultaneous interference from mUltiple Part 15 devices was

These graphs are unclear and difficult to read, making
analysis even BOre difficult.

For example, the Smith Paper appears to assume a minimum of
six receive sit.s for LMS systems. a.. Smith Paper at 5. In
actuality, such syst..s will have more sites. Since the
conclusion that Part 15 devic.s will not interfere with such
systems is baaed Partly on the existence of site redUndancy,
it would appear that Part 15 devices which may interfere
sporadically with only one site should not be considered to
cause destructive interference. Yet, the Consensus Proposal
apparently asauaes destructive interference if signal levels
are exceeded at only one site.
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pr•••nt, .tc. Nona of that inforaation, ••••ntial to d.t.raining

til. validly of the inforaation s.t forth in the report, is

included. btl Exhibit I at 3-4.

-- Moreover, the .videnc. present.d is unrepresentative.

'l'bere are million. of Part 15 devices now in operation serving

millions of persons. Millions acre will soon be placed in

s.rvice.'w Yet, the LJIS proponents have chosen to rely on their

experience in operating startup systea. in only a few locations for

a abort period of ti... That is insufficient practical experience

to .xtrapolate a conclusion that future interference is unlikely.

Ind.ed, the Gas utilities are disturbed by the LNS proponents'

discussion of their .xperience in providing service. Although they

state that, as a group, they have some five years experience in

designing, testing and operating LNS systems, it is clear that

actual operation of these systems has been for a considerably more

Itron, the aak.r of the device used by the Gas Utiliti••, has
informed the Gas Utilitie. that aore than three million units
have be.n .old, and more than two million additional units are
on ord.r. A recent subai••ion by the Utilities
Teleco..unicationa Council ("UTe"), r.porting the re.ults of
a survey of its ..-ber., indicat.. that of the 36 utilities
re.pondinq to th. surv.y, 2,144,853 unit. w.re in ••rvice,
representinq an ••timated inve.taent of 179 million dollars.
Moreover, th... .... 36 utiliti.s .xpect to install an
additional 13,066,300 units, at an additional 773 million
dollar inv.st..nt. Thus, this one Part 15 device alone is
.xpected soon to have more than 15,000,000 units in service,
with a total inv••tment of almo.t a billion dollars. When all
of the other Part 15 device. are consider.d which are likely
to be in operation in the near tera in this bandwidth, it is
clear that the anecdotal approach on which the LMS proponents
have chosen to r.ly to show that interference is unlikely to
occur, is not appropriate.
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li.ited period of ti...U' In addition, the Cona.nsus Paper is

short on details of case studies concerninq those interference

iaaues which it reports to have arisen. Details such as distances

between the Part 15 devices and the LNS facilities in question, and

respective power levels, must be made available for a proper

evaluation of the material presented. W a.. Exhibit I at 4.

Airtouch, wba-e latest proxy stat...nt to shareholders
described the COJIPAny as in a startup stage (.IU Pacific
Telesis Proxy S~.te.ent at F-39-40 (March 19, 1994) (Exhibit
III, hereto), adaits in the submission that operations have
occurred only froa two to three and one-half years for Los
Angeles, Detroit, Chicago, Dallas and Miaai, with San Diego
still in the t.sting stage. No data at all are given
concerning the lenqth of operation of Kobilevision'. and
Pinpoint's syst... in Washington, D.C., South Florida, Dallas
and Chicago. However, in a December 1993 submission to this
Commission, Pinpoint admitted its Washington, D.C. system had
operated for only ".everal months" in 1993, with Special
Te.porary Authority. ThUS, the LMS systems are still under
development and are neither widespread throughout the country
nor within those areas where AMR systems are operating in high
numbers.

Indeed, at least with respect to the Itron AMR device used by
the Gas utilities, review of the UTC June 28, 1994 survey
results shows relatively liaited penetration of AMR into the
specific markets where the LNS proponents indicate they have
ongoing co...rcial operations. (~Consensus Paper at 4.)
Accordingly , ~e LMS proponents' suggestion of more than
300,000 of tb... devices in those areas aay be overstated.
Similarily, wid..pread use of conSWMr Part 15 devices in this
band has not yet reached a peak. Thus, the LMS proponents'
assertions that they have not experienced interference from
these devices is i_aterial .s they are not yet widely
installed in those areas. They soon will be, however.
Accordingly, resolution of interference potential is too
critical an issue to be decided on the basis of experiences
reported by LMS system operators in only a few markets which
are not yet well penetrated with AMR and other 902-928 MHz
Part 15 devices.

Significantly, in its March 29, 1994 Further Reply Comments at
18, Mobilevision admitted:

(continued ••• )
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-- Rather than rendering a decision fro. anecdotal evidence,

which does not repre.ent the future landscape of this band, the

C~ission's evaluation should be aade only after consideration of

hard data in the fora of controlled testings and experimentation.

a.a Exhibit I at 5.

-- The Consensus Paper asserts that all cases of interference

encountered so far by LMS syst••s were easily r.solved by the LMS

operator and Part 15 users without any "user of a Part 15 device

ever [having] been required to cease operation," including, by

retuning the Part 15 device at the LMS provider's cost. lll In the

1iI ( ••• continued)
These [Part 15] devices, however, vary
significantly in power usage and operating
conditions: Jlany are used in applications that
will neither cause nor be affected by interference
in relation to the operation of LMS systems;
others will undoubtedly not be able to coexist on
the sa.. frequencies with such [LMS] systems.

It is not cl_r whether it is 9000 science or good public
relations which is responsible for Mobilevision's change of
heart. The Gas utilities fear it is the latter.

III The claim that no Part 15 device has been forced to shut down
appears disiftCJ8nuous in light of one gas utility's experience
with Teletrac discouraging installation of Part 15 devices
near its facilities. In that case, Teletrac refused to allow
a site owner to permit the installation of a Part 15 device
relating to a system southern California Gas Coapany was
t.sting because of the nearby location of Teletrac equipaent.
This would appear to contradict both the assertions of the LMS
proponents that interference from Part 15 devices is unlikely
and their indication that they are not heavy handed in dealing
with Part 15 users.
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ca•• of the AMR equi,..nt used by the Gas utiliti.s, the.e d.vices

are sealed and not susceptible to retuning.W a.a Exhibit I at 6.

-- The state..nt that LMS subscriber unit qrowth will not

increase interfer.nc., ... page 3 of the "Cons.nsus Proposal" at

note 2, is misleading as LMS system operators plan to expand their

subscriber nUJlbers by expanding their geographic coverage in

existing markets, and by adding additional markets. As more and

.are markets are included, many more LMS sites will be activated

and the number of interference cases will qreatly increase. And to

th. extent the stat...nt has any validity, it is only in the case

of interference to LMS systems by Part 15 devices. It is

inaccurate with respect to the potential for LMS systems to

interfere with the functioning of Part 15 devices, including the

ANa equipment employed by the Gas utilities. a.. Exhibit I at 7.

The Gas utilities discuss that problem below.

v. ilia...Co•••••u. ~opo..l" tail. to a44r•••
the co.cern. ot ~be Ga. utilities tbat LK8
Itation. will i.tert.r. yitla III eqgigaeat.

7. As discus.ed above, the record in this proceeding

indicates that various utility companies have invested, or plan to

inv••t, some one billion dollars in installing AMR devices in their

territories, to serve some 15,000,000 customers. AMR has important

public interest benefits. It facilitates the provision of cost-

eff.ctive service to utility customers. It encouraqes enerqy

conservation. It promotes accurate billing for service, and it

Moreover, even if they could be retuned, it does not appear
the LMS proponents are willing to commit to bear the cost of
so retuning.
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~nc.s the safety of utility personnel and custa.ers. al Despite

theae advantages, the large capital investment required for AMR

systea. makes it challenging to de.onstrate short term cost savings

for such systeas. If AMR systeas are sUbject to significant

interference from LIIS syste•• , utilities would not be able to

justify their installation and may have to scrap currently

authorized AMR prOCJra••• - Indeed, the existence of this

proceeding, and the uncertainty it has generated concerning the

continued efficacy of AMR programs, has caused some utilities to

li.it further inve.t.ent in AMR. Although the Gas utilities

recoqnize that as Part 15 users they are not entitled to

interference protection under the rules from licensed users, the

ca.aission must nevertheless weigh whether it is in the pUblic

interest to render obsolete some one billion dollars of existinq

and planned investment in these communications devices which

clearly serve important pUblic interest purposes. HI

8. Unfortunately, nothing in the Consensus Paper addresses

this key issue of the interference threat from LMS providers to

Many utilities bave targeted initial installation of AMR
device. in high cri.. areas to protect the safety of utility
personnel and property. In addition, it is increasingly
difficult to do on-site reading because of access problems.
AMR thus facilities the security and convenience of utility
employees and custo.ers.

In such cases, these utilities would be placed in the no-win
situation of writing off their investment in AMR.

UI Moreover, unlike the bulk of LNS equipment, which is produced
in the Pacific Ria, the AMR devices are manufactured in the
United States. Thus, U. s. jobs are at stake in this
proceeding.
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Par~ 15 devices, including the Itron AMR device used by the Gas

~iliti.s.~ The physics of this issue are instructive.

9. The Itron AIm device transmits a 10 milliwatt (1/100

watt) spread spectrua signal using the 910 to 920 MHz segment of

the 902 to 928 MHz band. Based only on tree space loss (and

therefore worst ca..), a propagation calculation for the distance

to an interfering signal as identified by the LMS proponents for an

Itron unit (~, -91 dBm or greater signal), would be

approximately 1.8 .iles. A "real world" study of the distance to

the -91 dBm signal ot an Itron unit mounted at six feet facing a 30

..ter LMS receiver indicated a signal limit of significantly less,

anywhere from under a quarter mile to approximately three-quarters

of a mile, depending on the propagation method used and the terrain

a.sWlled.~

10. By contrast, Teletrac's January 26, 1994, submission

indicates that its forward link would broadcast continuously at 500

watts ERP. This is 50, 000 times the power level of the Itron unit.

Teletrac's mobile and calibration transmitters would broadcast at

up to 10 watts ERP, 1,000 times the power of an Itron unit. other

Of even more critical pUblic interest importance, the record
in this proceeding is .ilent as to the likelihood of
interference to Industrial, scientific and Medical ("ISM") and
like device. by LMS providers, a matter of increa.ing and
critical public interest concern. Au Exhibit IV (Wall street
Journal, "Clutter on Airwave. Can Block Working Of Medical
Electronics: Reports Trace Interterence to Cellular Phones,
TV; Safeguards Are spotty: A Heart Monitor That Failed (June
15,1994».

~I The propagation figures provided in this section were
determined baaed on calculations perforaed by Dr. Ashrafi
using various propagation models. ~ Exhibit II at 4-6.
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LIIS proposals sugge.t siailar high power li.ita. Applyinq the saae

-91 dB. (for intermittent trans.issions) and -101 dBa (for

continuous transmis.ions)W to these signals indicates free space

interference contour ranges vastly in excess of those for the Itron

unit. When discounted to real world values, the 500 watt

continuous trans.i••ion forward links would appear to be able to

saturate AKa receivers at distances of up to 23 miles,W the ten

watt continuous operation calibration transmitters would appear to

be able to saturate AMR receivers at distances of up to 5.3

ailes,W while the ten watt non-continuous mobile transmitters

would appear to be able to saturate AKa receivers at distances of

up to 1.2 miles. W Given the above discussion, it is clear that

LMS systems offer a high likelihood of interference to AMR

receivers, rendering them unable to obtain accurate readings. Yet,

the LMS proponents have chosen totally to ignore this likelihood of

interference.

Theae fiqure. are u.ed for illustrative purposes. The Gas
utilitie. do not know the exact signal level which would cause
interference to an AMR receiver.

The calculation .et forth above asaWles a 30 meter height
above averaC). terrain trans.itter and a six foot receiver
antenna height. It is based on the Hata propagation model.

This calculation assuaes the calibration transmitter is
located at 15 ..ters HAAT and the receiver antenna at two
meters. iA§ Exhibit II at Attachment 2.

11/ This calculation assumes a two meter height for both the
transmitter and receiver antennae.
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n _ fte e-i••i_ .....14 I:...il:. ~..~. ~. "hai.. ~'b. aa~ual

lik.lU.0e4 .f lMea'fer_ ~ &ad fr_ »ar~ 15 4••iae. 801'. '.al.10a "Ctia "I be ..... oa full AId -gaur-'. '.\a-
11. The for890inq discus.ion de.onstrate. one point very

clearly: the co.-i••ion does not yet have accurate and reliable

data on which to ba.e its decision in this proceeding. The Gas

utilities understand that this is a difficult proceeding tor the

c~ission. They would prefer the coaaission not to authorize

wideband LMS syst... at all in this band because of the likelihood

ot interference. The wideband LNS proponents on the other hand (1)

iaply interference i. not a problem; and (2) Ultimately believe

Part 15 users must sutter any interference caused to LNS systems.

The Commission may not be able to render a decision which will meet

everyone's needs. If the Commission is forced to choose one party

over another, the Gas utilities believe the public interest favors

their cause. Dr Whether the Commission agrees or disagrees with the

Gas utilities, however, it should know the full ramifications of

ita actions and should act only on a full and complete record.

That record does not now exist.

12. The Gas utilities propose that the Commission mandate

interference testinq between LNS systems and Part 15 devices in

Indeed, Tel.tree'. lat.st proxy stat_nt indicates the
coapany has not been successtul in achievinq adequate consumer
acceptance ot its service. Accordingly, Teletrac is
retrenching its backing of the service laying off employees
and reducing tinancial support. .§.U Exhibit III, Proxy
statement at F-40.
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accordance with the following plan.~ The co..ission would issue

a public notice directinq all int.r.st.d parti•• to a meeting to be

chair.d by a repr...ntative of the Office of Engineering and

T.chnology ("OET"), who would arbitrate without right of appeal any

diapute arising during the test period. The parties would together

deviae a testing plan covering all Part 15 and LNS equipment which

any party desired to test, sharing the cost equally among

th_elves. If the nuaber of devices to be tested were so nuaerous

aa to be impracticabl., a representative sample of equipment would

be test.d.~ Following completion of the tests, the resulting data

DI Both Part 15 u..rs and LNS proponents have at various times
proposed tests. Indeed, a t.st in the Washington ar.a of AD
and LNS syst was to take place recently, but broke down
over a disaqr nt concerninq how the results would be
reported. Teata conducted pursuant to a Commission mandate
would avoid such problems.

Manufacturers or users would be required to provide, if known,
the following minimum data for any device to be tested:

A. Frequencies or frequency plan;

B. Tran..it and receive antenna characteristics,
inclUding gain and pattern;

c. sensitivity of the receiver (inclUding
perforaance as a function of siqnal to noise
ratio in the pre••nce of in-band and adjacent
channel interference);

D. Modulation scheme and symbol rate;

E. In-band and
characteristics;

out-of-band spectral

F. Sequence of co_unications events, their
duration and respective statistics, inclUding
identification of failure conditions and
recovery procedure. for each event;

(continued••. )
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WCMlld be made available to any interested party for the co.t of

reproduction by the Co..ission's contract copying service. A pUb

lic notice would announce the availability of the data. Interested

parti.s would then be accorded a ainiaum of 30 days to co..ent on

the data, and a mini.um of 14 days to submit reply comments.

13. By adopting the foregoing testinq plan, the Commission

would develop sufficient data to verify or disprove the conflicting

clai.s the partie. have advanced. Thus, with that data, this

agency would have sufficient information to decide this proceeding.

VII. COIlQIUlion.

14. As the Gas utilities have shown above, the LNS propon

ent.' June 23, 1994 submission is not a comproaise proposal. It

contains nothing new of substance, and in any event is improperly

docuaented. Moreover, it does not address the critical issue of

interference to Part 15 devices by wideband LNS systems. What is

needed to resolve this proceeding adequately is sufficient data for

the Commission to determine whether interference actually is likely

to occur. The co..i.sion will then have full information to make

the decision which best serves the pUblic interest. Testing

pur.uant to the plan .et forth above will accomplish that result.

'B ( ••• continued)
G. Typical scenarios in terms of distribution of

units in urban and suburban environments, in
and out-of-building deployaents, antenna
heights and distance between units comprising
a link.

The above criteria were sllqge.ted by Teletrac in a December
22, 1993, letter to Dr. Jay Padgett of AT'T Bell Laboratories
(Attached as Exhibit V hereto).
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'!'he Gas Utilities r_pectfully request the co_ission to adopt that

plan.

".pectfully sUbaitted,
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By: <.~ ~,J:----:::C""
/'Elizabeth R. Sachs ".

George L. Lyon, Jr.
Their Attorneys

LMka., McGowan, Nace , Gutierrez, Chartered
1819 H Street, NW, suite 700
Waahington, DC 20006
(202) 857-3500
July 18, 1994
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Affl.DA~II

CIty of W.shington

55

Dln'tct of Columbl.

I, THOMAS G. ADCOCK, P.E., having been first duly Iworn, depo...nd state

•• foIows:

1. I .m a r.giatered Prof.sslonal Engin..r In W.shington, D.C.•nd the

DIrector of Engineering for the firm of Luka., McGowan, N.ce and Gutierrez,

Chartered.

2. I graduated ffom the United State. Mllttary Academy at West Point,

New York in 19&7 with. lachelor of Science degr••, and from the M....chu..tt.

1na1ltute of Technology, CambrIdge, M....chu..tts in 1963 with I degree of Master.

of Science in Electrical Englne.ring. In .ddition, I have completed post-misters degree

cour..s .t New York Univ.rslty and George Washington Un'ver.'ty, and am a Senior

Member of the Institute of Electrical and Electronic Engineers.

3. 11m familiar with the Federal Communicadons Commission's ("FCC's")

rules including Part 15, end .ince 1982 have prepared or .upervlsed the preparltlon

of the technical portions of hundreds of IppHcltions, engineering statements and

other submission. filed with the FCC.

4. On behalf of.n ad hoc coaHdon of natural gas distribution utiHtie. ("Gas

UtIlItIes"), I hIve reviewed I copy of a June 23, 1994 latter to the FCC's Chief of the

Priv.te R.dio Bureau, Ralph HIller, from four Location Monitoring System ("LMS")


